This paper explores a neglected aspect of the wider debate about EU enlargement; namely bilateral disputes between a Member State and an applicant, where the former uses, or threatens to use, its membership to block membership to resolve a dispute. As we show through analysis of three cases -Italy and Slovenia, Slovenia and Croatia, and Greece and Macedonia -the EU's transformative power does not always flow 'outwards' towards the state seeking membership. This raises interesting questions about enlargement as international bargaining between sovereign states filtered via a supranational entity formally responsible for the negotiations. Our cases suggest limits to the EU's transformative power in the context of disputes that are linked to the meaning and significance of borders. When enlargement intersects with identity politics, the result can be potentially destabilizing in ways that can lead to a decline in the EU's legitimacy. It is not surprising that the Commission prefers disputes to be resolved bilaterally or via a third-party.
Introduction
Studies of enlargement focus on the relationship between the European Commission as an agent of the Member States and the applicant country. Enlargement has, and continues to generate substantial and sophisticated theoretical and empirical work, but this paper explores a gap in the literature. Central to enlargement is that Member States collectively view a country's application and that progress (or not) is determined by satisfying the EU's criteria as a collectivity, a process concerned with satisfying supranational, not national criteria. Member States are, therefore, advancing a collective supranational interest. A neglected aspect of this process is bilateral disputes between a Member State and an applicant, where the former uses, or threatens to use, its membership to block membership to resolve a dispute. These disputes can be extremely contentious and we examine three, between Italy and Slovenia, Slovenia and Croatia, and
Greece and Macedonia.
We show that the EU's transformative power does not always flow 'outwards' towards the state seeking membership and this raises interesting questions about enlargement as international bargaining between sovereign states filtered via a supranational entity formally responsible for the negotiations. European integration has been interpreted as an 'unbundling' of territory while Europe's borders have been characterized as blurred, permeable and fuzzy (for example, Ruggie 1993; Friss/Murphy 1999; Christiansen et al. 2004 ). However, borders embody and signify power relationships between 'insiders'/'outsiders' and members/non-members, with the power asymmetry decisively in favor of the former. This paper examines three cases: contestation between Italy and Slovenia over territory in Dalmazia, Istria and Fiume; in the Piran Bay between Croatia and Slovenia; and, the name dispute between Greece and Macedonia. These disputes flow from the complexities of Balkan politics but are framed by European integration, providing an opportunity to explore the relationship between European integration and 'obstinate' nation states (Hoffmann 1966) . The role and resonance of enlargement in EU integration process is captured by Lavenex and Schimmelfennig who write that: 'the experience of enlargement is illustrative of both the magnetic force of European integration and the transformative power of its norms on candidate countries ' (2009: 791-92) . This transformative power and the diffusion of institutions and policies across borders have been linked to interplay between instrumental, social and communicative behavioral logics and their effects (Börzel/Risse 2012) . However, in our three cases, we find unexpected outcomes. In the Italy-Slovenia case we see evidence of the transformative effects of European integration on the 'insider', in the CroatiaSlovenia dispute, the EU, while insisting on a bilateral solution was drawn into finding a solution, and in the Greece-Macedonia case we see the EU successfully resisting involvement.
Borders are geo-political delineations embodying complex social and political processes shaped by history:
they specify the 'inside-outside' (Walker 1993) and 'inclusion-exclusion' (Linklater 1998) , shifting attention to 'how actors constitute themselves or are constituted, which inevitably involves identities, orders and borders' (Brown 2001: 119) . The EU is skeptical of borders, but composed of bordered national-states, it must recognize and accommodate its members' concern with borders. Borders might be arbitrary but their effects are most definitely not. The disputes examined point to the coexistence of borders and identities, and the Westphalian state-system will remain the major bearer of identity and border delineation (Newman 2001: 147) .
Borders and European Integration
In a speech in Albania, Guido Westerwelle, the German foreign minister, cautioned Balkan states against nationalist sentiment especially at election time: 'The common goal of the states in the region is, one day, to be part of the European Union, where we have freedom of movement for everybody. That is why a redrawing of national boundaries is out of the question, including the Balkans. In Europe, borders are losing their significance' (Deutsche Welle 2013). Westerwelle captures the centrality and contingency of EU borders. Friss and Murphy (1999) show how the EU 'produces' effects on members and non-members, effects that remake Europe's boundaries by 'unbundling' of territory. Unbundling is therefore inherent in EU governance (Ruggie 1993) . Friss and Murphy (1999) , drawing on Smith (1996) , identify geo-political, institutional/ legal, transactional and cultural boundaries that can be maintained, strengthened, blurred or moved, and then consider how EU governance leads to 'outsiders' becoming 'potential insiders', then 'pre-ins' and finally 'ins' (Friss/Murphy 1999: 217) . This connects with work on 'fuzzy' boundaries. Christiansen et al. (2004) argue the effect of European integration is to blur boundaries, even when 'new' borders emerge as in Yugoslavia's break-up. It is easy to overstate unbundling, thereby obscuring the dynamics of complex border relationships. For example, in this paper we find that territory has been unbundled and then re-bundled and that the EU contributes to re-bundling, not unbundling (Ansell 2004 ).
In enlargement, we would expect to find a power asymmetry between 'insider' and 'outsider' producing outcomes in the former's favor. This realist view of integration sees applicant's ceding sovereignty in return for membership benefits and increased governing capacity (Mattli 2002; Geddes/Taylor 2013) . Each involves an 'insider' (a Member State) and an 'outsider' (applicant state) and focuses on a single issue with no 'securitizing' element. For both insiders and outsiders, there are identity overtones, which have the potential to deepen and strengthen a dispute, making resolution harder. History shows that EU involvement in identity politics can adversely affect pro-EU domestic forces through a loss of support or the co-opting of nationalist sentiment. Far better is the resolution by those most closely involved, albeit within EU norms and politics (Kelley 2004; Stroschein 2012) . Each party is a liberal democracy and one of the EU's achievement's (see, for example, the EU's receipt of the Nobel Peace Prize) is resolving inter-state conflict, but neither liberal democracy nor integration rules out inter-state conflict. The EU's involvement is, potentially, a complicating factor. Enlargement could be interpreted as an 'out' being compelled by an 'in' into making concessions not in the national interest but to advance EU negotiations. This potentially undermines the stability of domestic politics and stimulates anti-EU hostility and nationalism, which are outcomes opposite to those sought by the EU. (Diez et al. 2006: 581) . The EU has a key role, but it is not a role that it relishes. This is shown by the idée fixe that these conflicts are bilateral, a polite fiction that captures the EU's fear of being accused of gross interference or of partiality, which makes the EU a destabilizing influence.
EU engagement is a context-driven mix of the enabling and the connective but the EU aspires to, and sees itself as embodying, a particular conception of peaceful inter-state behavior. Engagement with the EU involves, therefore, a constructive impact (Diez et al. 2006: 584) . Sustainable dispute resolution rests on the society-wide diffusion of norms that downgrade sovereignty and identity. The EU's aim is that over time these atavistic responses become obsolete (as argued by Hoffmann 1966), losing attractiveness and legitimacy, neutralizing their ability to sustain conflict. This has two problems: first, the state is far from obsolete, retaining sufficient resources and legitimacy to be 'obstinate'; and second, context-dependency means it takes time to work and contexts can change. The EU is, irrespective of its preferences, an actor but its role is not neo-functionalist. Rather it assumes the EU's passive and active leverage (Vachudova 2005 ) are sufficient to overcome (or at least neutralize) domestic opposition and stimulate change. The constructive impact is most likely to overcome conflict but is very demanding and it takes a long time to work. A constructive impact necessarily requires elite and societal involvement, so is vulnerable to domestic political exigencies and can be disrupted if the EU is perceived as partial or autocratic. Thus, we find 'unexpected' outcomes. In the Italy-Slovenia case, the 'insider' (Italy) changed its policy; in Croatia-Slovenia the EU, despite its assertion of bilateralism, was instrumental in facilitating a solution; and finally, in the Greece-Macedonia case neither moved from their established positions, despite the latter's desire for EU membership and the former's 'insider' status.
Italy -Slovenia
Between Italy and Slovenia lies a 199km land border and 29km sea border that 'denies all the commonly known principles of border setting [and] provides the theory of political geography with an excellent example of an exception' (Klemenčić/Gosar 2001: 130) . The Italy-Slovenia border has also been embedded within a broader historical debate. The path to resolving property rights began under the technocratic government of Carlo Azeglio Ciampi (April 1993 -May 1994 and then continued by the first, short-lived Berlusconi coalition government in the final months of 1994, which included ministers from the neo-fascist Movimento Sociale Italiano-Alleanza Nazionale (MSI-AN). In October, the Italian foreign minister Martino noted that there were still serious issues to be resolved: restitution of property and preferential access to the property market for exiles.
Martino stated that 'the situation is Europeanised, the EU has understood that our case has its merits' (La Repubblica 1994).
There was the clear expectation that the EU impact would work in Italy's interests but this became entangled with the 'modernization' of the neo-fascist right and the transformation of the MSI into the AN (January 1995). The tensions involved in this transition were evident in a speech delivered by party leader Gianfranco Fini in the north eastern city of Trieste in October 1994. The Istrian question was particularly emotive for the AN with a particular resonance in Trieste that had helped gain votes for the MSI. The dilemma for the AN was that it had become a party of government in a state with a strong European identity:
the nationalist line ran counter to the demands of coalition government and the need to not to disturb relations with the EU. The MSI-AN rank and file would have preferred to veto the opening of negotiations with
Slovenia until an amendment of the Slovenian constitution was made regarding foreign property rights.
However, as the Corriere della Sera (1994) wrote, Fini is 'not the leader of a tiny nostalgic party, rather he is the second leader of a coalition government with some ambition to sooner or later become the first leader'. Fini was seeking international credibility, for example by visiting the U. S. and nothing was more likely to upset than a display of ultra-nationalism. The U. S. was also very keen to see former Yugoslav states move towards the EU. The dilemma for Fini was that after the democracy/fascism and liberalism/populism Those Who Knock on Europe's Door Must Repent? | 9 debate, he was now faced with another difficult choice: Europeanism or nationalism? The Slovenian issue was one of the steps that signaled the MSI's evolution into a different and more convincingly center-right party, the AN.
Fini's problems were evident when he spoke at a party rally in Trieste ( Europeanism. The technocratic governments of Dini and Prodi were very susceptible to pressure from the US, and were also strongly pro-European, which counter-acted any recourse to nationalist sentiment in the context of the dispute about property rights.
Croatia -Slovenia
In the early-1990s Croatia and Slovenia seemed to have much in common (a western orientation, a per- 
FYROM -Greece
Macedonia declared independence from Yugoslavia (September 1991); its constitution proclaimed it the 'Republic of Macedonia' and thereafter it and Greece have been mired in a dispute over the former's name.
The Greek foreign ministry argues this 'contravenes the fundamental principles of international law and Macedonia's independence reflected the increasingly complicated practice of recognition (Turk 1995 and that it will conduct no hostile propaganda activities versus a neighboring Community State, including the denomination of a name which implies territorial claims' (ASIL 1992 (ASIL : 1486 . The Declaration outlined a process under which the Badinter Commission (the Arbitration Commission for Yugoslavia, created as part of the EU peace process in Yugoslavia) would pronounce on Macedonia's request for recognition, although its opinions were not legally binding. Badinter concluded (the full reasoning is given in Opinion 6, delivered on 11 January 1992) Macedonia 'satisfies the tests' for recognition and, having explicitly renounced all possible territorial claims, concluded 'that use of the name "Macedonia" cannot therefore imply any territorial claim against another State' (Turk 1993: 77-80) . EC foreign ministers meeting at Guimares (2 May 1992) declined to recommend recognition, because a name acceptable to all parties had to be found. A solution that did not accept the name Macedonia was not acceptable to the Macedonian government, while the name's inclusion was unacceptable to the Greek government and 'the issue has been reduced to a contest of strength and influence between Athens and Skopje, with the former (…) exercising a de facto veto of EU policy making on the question' (Rich 1993, 53 ).
On 30 July 1992 Macedonia applied for UN membership but the application stalled for a year largely as a result of the internal security situation (Phillips 2004) . However, during 1992 international bodies, such as the IMF and World Bank, increasingly adopted the appellation 'the former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia'
(FYROM) which, in January 1993 (on the proposal of France, Spain and the UK), was accepted by the UN Security Council but rejected by Greece and Macedonia. Under intense pressure from the EU and NATO, Constantine Mitsotakis, the Greek Prime Minister, endorsed the FYROM proposal in March, as did the Skopje government. On 7 April the Security Council recommended to the General Assembly FYROM be granted UN membership with its 'official' name to be decided (UN 1993a; 1993b) . This compromise was carefully constructed but Greece rejected FYROM being seated under 'M' and FYROM rejected 'F', it was eventually seated under 't' ('the former…') next to Thailand. Although the UN's decision was not mandatory, 'FYROM' was gradually accepted as the norm. January; 8-9 April) but there was no progress (CEC 2012: 11-12 
Conclusion
Is the state 'obstinate' or 'obsolete? The evidence presented here is that in the context of EU enlargement and border conflict national states are both, simultaneously. Our cases testify to some limits to the EU's transformative power in the context of disputes that are linked to the meaning and significance of borders.
The three cases presented in this paper suggest that the notion of Europe's transformative power can benefit from a more nuanced approach in understanding its impact on both member and applicant states alike.
Evidence from Central and Eastern European (CEE) enlargement and, to a lesser degree, in the Western Balkans is that when enlargement intersects with identity politics the result is potentially destabilizing in ways that can lead to a decline in the EU's legitimacy. It is not surprising that the Commission prefers disputes to be resolved bilaterally or via a third-party.
In all three of the cases assessed in this paper, borders have the potential to stimulate identity politics and nationalist opposition to the integration project marked by a political discourse that is not of the type sought by the EU.
The cases have three major points of comparison: first, to a greater or lesser degree all involve the issue of identity; second, their domestic impact is to stimulate nationalist sentiments; and third, the conflicts pose major problems for elites, articulating a tension between 'national' and 'European' orientations. All three pre-date the EU but have become folded into enlargement, part of the wider integration agenda and discourse and they are inimical to this agenda and discourse. However, they are integral to the politics of the national-state. That these conflicts became an aspect of enlargement inevitably draws in the EU and the obvious solution is to use the power asymmetry and the applicant's desire for membership to engineer a solution that would be in favor of the 'insider'. Noticeable, however, is the EU's reluctance to engage, reflected in its insistence that these are bilateral issues not related to enlargement. The EU's compulsory impact (see Diez et al. 2006 ) explains none of the outcomes. At the heart of the EU's role in border conflicts is a paradox: the power asymmetry integral to enlargement, which points to a compulsory impact, in reality limits the EU's transformative power because its assertion could destabilize both domestic politics and enlargement by stimulating illiberal politics. At least two other outcomes are possible: one that favors the 'outsider', or stalemate, which challenges the view that power resides with the 'insider'. We find outcomes favoring the 'outsider' (Italy-Slovenia), mutual adjustment (Slovenia-Croatia) and stalemate (Greece-Macedonia) that can be explained by, first, the specifics of each case; and second, the mixed strategy pursued by EU that is intended to encourage the adoption of the EU's preferences.
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The reorientation of the 'post-fascist' right in Italian politics and its 'choice for Europe' played an important domestic role on external pressure from the EU and the U. S. The EU's transformative power flowed inwards. In the Slovenia-Croatia case we see elites slowly moving away from a 'national-interest' stance (approved by substantial sections of domestic opinion) to one of compromise based on the recognition that integration offered greater long-term gains. The Greece-Macedonia dispute shows clearly the inhibitions on the EU's transformative power, notably its refusal not just to compel a resolution but to become actively involved.
These disputes reflect the tension between the EU's unbundling and re-bundling of territory: the tension between Westphalian and post-Westphalian sovereignty, a tension articulated in Westerwelle's speech cited earlier. Our cases show the EU to be promoting a constructive impact, seeking to embed the 'EU way' into domestic politics to transform inter-state relations. Embedding an EU identity, discourse and norms focuses on enabling (linking domestic political agenda to integration to justify extensive, and invariably painful, adaption) and connectivity (multiplying contacts between actors over time). The resilience (or 'obstinacy') of the national-state (acute in the Greece-Macedonian case because of the strength of the identity dimension), pushes against the EU's active and passive leverage, which encourages movement along the road to integration (towards 'obsolescence'). The EU's task is to balance these powerful tensions.
